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Forty five yvears ago, George Kennan walked these same
halls. In the years since his professorship at the National
War College, Kennan’s theory of containment has guided
American forelgn pollcy through the turbulence of the Cold
War--a long struggle that In all appearance ends with
America the victor. The Cold War {2 now history:
contalnment <(as It pertalns to preventing the spread of
Communist ldeology? served us well, but 1t too has quletly
sl lpped into retirement. Amid the groundswell of debate
over a "new world order," defense expendltures and Amerlca’s
role In the post-Cold War world, we should, perhaps, turn
back the clock and look at George Kennan’s year at Fort
McNair.

Kennan and hls contemporarles faced a similar set of
circumstances as do the architects of American national
strategy today. The United States, victor In World War I1,
was faced with the dilemma of how to shape a national
strategy for the future. Kennan’s forum for debate was the
National War College, an Institution that was "intended as
the senior establishment for Insecrvice training in the
problems of naticnal policy, millitary and political."(1:

306) His charter was not limlited to classroom instruction,



as he understood hle misslon to have a much broader scope.
Kennan and hls contemporarles (notably Hardy Dlllard,
Sherman Kent and Bernard Brodie) felt that they could
"pontribute in a way that no previous Instltutlon could do
to the thinking about problems of natlonal pollcy that was
going on all over Washington in that winter of transition
and uncertainty."(1: 306>

Kennan’s legacy was In defining a post-World War I1I
natlonal strategy for the United States. He examlned
American interests In the post-war world and saw conflict
with the Soviet Union as the dominant threat to American
Interests. Containment, the national strategy to arise from
his thinklng, Is best defined in hls own words from the
famous "X-Article":

In the light of the above, it will be clearly seen

that the Soviet pressure agalnst the free

Instltutions of the Western world Is something

that can be contalned by the adroit and vigilant

application of counterforce at a serles of

constantly shifting geographical and political

points, correspondling to the shlfts and maneuvers

of Soviet policy, but which cannot be charmed or

talked out of exlstence.(1-359)
Even though Kennan himself disclalmed responsibillty for
contalnment as it was applied in later years, American
national strategy was, nonetheless, Influenced for the next
45 years by his thinklng.

The United States faces a simllar dllemma today, as

victor of the Cold War, trylng to address its leadership

challenge In world affalrs. Wilth the breakup of the Soviet



Unlon, the world has changed, calllng for a new natleonal

strategy upon whlich the US can focus lts economic, polltical
and mllltary thinklng. This essay proposes a po3t-Cold War
natlonal =strategy of engagement to replace contalnment as a

framework for natlonal strateglc thinking.

ENGAGEMENT DEFINED

Engagement is a natlonal strategy of global
involvement. It recognizes the need to define American
national Interests but also acknowledges the exlstence of
national Interests on the part of other countries and
recognizes the potentlal for enhancing both sets of
Interests simultaneously. In this regard, engagement argues
that Amerlcan national strategy must now be interest-based
rather than based primarily on balance of power. Engagement
sees the exlstence of a polltical evolutlion wlith two
fundamental characteristics: a gradual vet definite move
toward regional and world security systems and the contlnued
presence of dangers and threats to peaceful resolution of
conflict. The key task for American strategy is to sustain
and bulld upon the positive effects of regional economic and
political development, while maintaining an effective
milltary force to respond to both traditicnal and

non-traditional threats.



The contalnment strategy of the last 45 years
effectlively countered the spread of world Communlism, but |t
produced many forelgn pollicy mistakes by falling to
recognlze conslideratlons other than balance-of-power. In an
effort to balance regional power to contaln Sovliet
expansion, contalnment sought to provide solutlons--power
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balance was an end ln 1tselt. America’s changing leads
posltion In the post-Cold War era demands that [t consider
the Interests of other natlions; engagement argues for an
ongoing process of resolutlon. This process also wlll
provide a framework for success In the attalnment of other
national Interests, such as Improved human rights
condltlions. Flnally, recognizing a myrlad of potential
confllcts Into which the Unlited States might be drawn,
American natlonal strategy must provide the foundatlon for a
capabllitlies-based national military strategy and a force
structure capable of projecting power to control the scope
of conflict.

One’s projection for the future |s heavily dependent on
their view of the past and the present. Any discussion of
future national strategy must necessarily have as lIts
foundatlon a clear view of the world In its current
condltion. What |s proposed as a "new world order" [n 1992
must be analyzed In an evolutlionary context: the stage In

the world’s politlcal development must be Identlfled and



used as a polnt of departure to assess contlnulity and

POLITICAL EVOLUTION

Consider natlcnal securlty on an hlstorlcal contlnuum.
At one end, we find Thucydides addressing the causes of war
and the Interaction of natlicon-states. While hls words stitll
carry great meaning, the affalrs of Corcyra and Corinth have
largely escaped all but the well intentloned researcher. On
the other hand, imagine the most futuristic example of the
Interplay among nations--the Federatlon of Planets--which
for those of us ralsed as Trekkles, represents the same
Interaction among peoples of far off galaxles as that which
we now experlence In real-life confllct here on earth. Does
the world of Sparta and Athens bear any similarlty to that
championed in our imaginations by James T. Kirk?

Perhaps it does, |f one focuses on planet Earth as a
polnt of referencs In both example=s. In the case of Athens
and Sparta, the Peloponneslan Wars represented a long,
bloody conflict between two coalltlons., But looking back
with a 2400 year hlndsight, one wonders what all the
fighting was about; after all, most of the warrlng factlons
now comprise what Is modern Greece--a single entlity that
through history has elther absorbed or accepted differing

ethnlc or geographically separate entlties. Thus, the



political svolutionary progess--through economic, Social and
political Interactlon--has produced pelltical unlity where
numerous factlons have previously exlsted.

Now think, for a moment, of the Image of planet Earth
as depicted on Star Trek--a slingle entlty whose sons and
daughters, having long dismissed their parochial
differences, form the crew of a combat vessel of power ”
projection Intc the vast expanse of space. The power
pollitics of planet Earth that we address today must seem as
remote to them as do the affalrs of Thucydides to us.

Greece of 431 B.C. represents a microcosm of the world
tocday. Simllarly, natlonal securlity affairs in a broad
senge represent nothlng more than the polltlcal evolutlon of
mankind. Thlis concept of polltlical evolutlion adheres to the
premlse that democracles are less prone to flght wars among
themselves. Peaceful coexlstence ls the hlstorical outcome
of long term commitment to common objectives. For example,
Western Europe, the scene of almost continual military
conflict for over 800 years, now boasts economic and
polltlical cooperation that In vears past would not have been
possible--not just mlllitary alllances, but genuine
cooperation. Western Europe represents the latest step In
the evolutlon of the political man. Thls evolution ls based
on the contentieon that, over time, people will migrate

toward political systems that foster Individual freedom,



provide for rule of law, ensure economlc prosperlty and
respect ethnic and cultural differences,.

The preceding argument focused on the posltlve aspects
of pollitical evolution and suggested optimlism for the
future. There is, however, an unavoidable reality to the
entire apectrum of pollitical endeavor: war and conflict
have always exlsted as a pact of the proeess. It had never
been enocugh Jjust to want peace, because someone has always
been preparling for war. The aforementioned evolution [s not
predetermined: the well-belng of mankind Is ensured only If
clvillzatlon survives. This essay suggests two fundamentals
to continue the evolutionary process: on-going engagement
to Identify and dlffuse the causes of confllct and an
effective mlilitary force to respond when conflict is

inevitable.

THE WORLD TODAY

If one s to build upon the concept of polltical
evolution, cne must first ldentify what stage the world Is
In Its development. In one sense, the positive changes are
astoundlng; as one historlan wrote, "Roosevelt! Thou
shouldst be 1lving at this hour!"(8:23> In Latlin America,
every country except Cuba and Haltl has gravitated toward
democracy. The Mliddle East witnessed the demlse ¢f the
major destablllizlng factor In the reglon; for the first time

since Camp David, serious talks are underway between Arabs



ned I2raslis to reach understanding and possible solutions
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to key reglonal problems. The collapse of the Soviet Unlon
means an end to the Cold War and permlts the growth of
democratlc 2tates In the former Soviet Unlon and In Burasla,
Western Europe, through the Eurcpean Communlity, ls belng
transformed Into a single integrated market. Security
patterns in Asia have changed to patterns of conflict
resolution; the ASEAN states represent successful progress
toward economic growth and political stability. Throughout
the world, the evolutlon toward reglconal stablllty through
securlty communitles that focus on economlc and polltlical
Interdependence appears to be at |ts most advanced stage of
development, at least In relatlive terms.

A key reascon for optimism lles In the knowledge that
world Communl=m, the greatest recent threat to world
stablllity, 12 now bankrupt. Indeed, major, traditlonal
"threats" to stablllity, particularly those that affect
Amerlican natlonal security, are hard to find. The breakup
of the Sovliet Union and the end of the Cold War suggest to
many an end to major confllct because the only traditional
threat left Is milltant nationalism. Whlle this natlonalism
continues to be a destabllizling force In places such as
Yugoslavlia, Ireland, Armenia and the West Bank, many here In
the United States view the threat to American natlonal

security and natlonal interests as minimal.



Nonetheless, whlle [t may be dlfflicult to plnpolnt
speciflc traditlonal milltary threats, the world remalns a
very dangerous place. The former Soviet Unlon still
possesses some 30,000 nuclear weapons; the absence of
accountablility and control of these warheads could provide
for a multitude of crises. Chemical and biologlcal weapons
remain a menace, and no clear mechanism now exlsts to
monltor or control their manufacture and distribution. 1In
Asla, Chinese and Indlan asplratlons have the potentlal for
destablilzing the reglon. Moreover, other non-traditional
threats represent potentlal dangers to world peace. These
Include drug traffic, terrorism, nuclear prollferation,
Islamlic fundamentalism, environmental concerns and water
disputes. The "new world order" certalnly can boast a "new
world," though the questlon of "order" remalns seriously In
doubt. The plethora of potential dangers suggests that the
world today Is not a very safe place, despite the absence of
clearly ldentiflable traditlonal threats. With the collapse
of the Soviet Unlon, the lnevitable debate centers on
America’s role as a stablllzing factor amid all these

potentials for conflict.

THE UNITED STATES: SUPERPOWER OR WORLD LEADER?
For many, the image of a declining Sovliet Unlon leaves
the world with only one superpower. On the other hand, a

case can be made that "superpower" [s a relatlve term;



abgent a worthy competlitor, the term [2 s2imply mean!ingless,
To be sure, the US js the only nation that can project
milltary power around the world on a scale such as Desert
Storm, but the entive "superpower" connotation changes with
the end of the Cold War, contalnment, and balance of power
In a global sense.

In a world dominated by twc superpowers, the natloﬁs of
the world migrated to one of the two spheres of Influence
for two primary reasons: to maintaln an umbrella of
protection and to attaln individual national interests. The
former tock the form of both a nuclear deterrent umbrella
extended by the superpower and conventlional arms bulldup Iin
the cllent state. The latter provided the cllient natlon a
certaln degree of autonomy to pursue lts own agenda, owlng
to a level of confidence in the protection offered by the
superpower. As an example, Korea and Talwan could not have
embarked on thelr remarkable course of economlc achlevemsnt
in the absence of US protectlion. Slmilarly, Syrla‘s actlve
campalign of destablllizing the course of events in the Mliddle
East was made posslble by a close allgnment wlth the Sovlet
Unlon. We see the theme repeated time and agalin in the Cold
War period: the superpowers galn balance of power
surrogates while the cllent states galn benefactors.

But the world has now changed; no longer are there two
superpowers competing for influence. For the Unlted States,

there no longer ex!ists any Justliflcation for expendlng
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exhorpbltant amounts of money for competling agalnst and
deterring an ominous threat. For the cllent states, there
ls no longer a genuine threat of a large nuclear exchange
between the superpowers and, therefore, no longer do the
same reasons exlst to mlgrate toward the protective umbrella
of the United States. Moreover, glven the economic
conditlon of the Unlted States, there Is llttle economic and
military beneflt to asscocliation with a superpower--the US
slmply does not have the rescurces tc donate to client
states solely for balance of power conslideratlions. As a
result, our leverage wlth these natlconal has alsc
diminished. The foundatlion of superpower status has eroded
for the Unlted States because there 1s no longer another
superpower to counter. As a result, the Unlted States
cannot count on cooperation owing to its stature as a
military and political power. America’s success in the
1990s will be derlved from the leadership role it plays In
world and reglonal development.

As we enter the post-Cold War era, the Unlted States Is
in the position of being the only power In the world who
retalns the credlbillity of the world communlty to hold such
a leadershlp role. In the Middle East, the United States
holds a position of trust. After US forces landed on Saudl
soll for Desert Shleld, King Fahd observed:

I trust the Unlted States of Amerlca. [ know

that when you say vou wlll be commltted, you are,
In fact, committed. I know that you will stay as
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laong ag necessacry to do what has to be done, and I

know you wil]l leave when you are asked to leave at
the end, and that vou have no ulterlior motlves, (6:
22

In Southeast Aslia, the US ls accepted as an external
guarantor of stabllity, providlng a mllitary presence to
chviate the need for excesslive milltary bulldup by other
actors In the reglon. Accordlng to Sheldon W. Slmon,
"Unlike Europe, the natlons of the Paclfic have never agreed
on a common enemy. . . . In these clrcumstances, the Unlted
States has an Important role to play as a generally
acceptable force of stability."(7: 97> In Europe, the US
continues to play the leadlng role In NATQO, even as the
mllltary nature of that alllance declines. The emerging
union of former Sovliet states looks to the US for guidance
and support as [t attempts to enter a new era In Its
political evolutlion. The Unlted States has traditlonally
been--and remalns--a useful protector in reglcnal rivalrles
and confllcts,

The Unlited States malntalns a domlinant role In world
affalrs because of the respect for |ts leadershlp poszltlon.
American post-Cold war strategy must capltallze on the
positive events of thls era and contlnue the process of
positlve engagement, leadlng the world communlty toward
regicnal stabllity. Instead of looklng for threats in a

balance of power world, US national strategy should focus on
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opportuntties to continue accomodation  and confllict

resolution.

CONTAINMENT: AN OUTDATED STRATEGY

American natlonal security strategy of contalnment
focused on the Soviet threat. Thlis concept [s evident In
the Middle East, where "the prlmary concern of the Unlted
States in the Middle East throughout the last 40 years has
been the potential Soviet threat to the soverelignty and
territorial Integrlity of 1ts southern nelghbors, and hence
to Western Interests ln the region."(3: 9> Indeed, Amerlcan
willlingness to stand firm in Greece, Turkey, and Iran
Immedlately after World War Il kept Stalln from expanding
his ephere of influence Into that area as he did In Eaetern
Europe and Asla. Throughout the Cold War perlod, actlons by
both the United States and the Soviet Unlon reflected
balance of power conslderatlions, and a corresponding
tendency to make significant political mistakes by falling

133y
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to understand other egually impartant and exploaiv
In the region.

But It Is not enough Jjust to say that contalnment has
outlived its utility. It is also important to critique
contalnment "errors", so as to explaln why a threat-based
natlional strategy has outlived lts utility. A key point of
departure in the current debate on American military

gstrategy is the absence of "threats," suggesting that our
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national Strategy contlpues to wuse the identification of
speciflce tradltlonal threats as lte foundatlion, By
understandlng why a threat-based natlonal strategy led to
mlstakes, we can, perhaps, refocus the current debate and
of fer engagement as an alternatlve national strategy.

Several examples point ocut errors committed in a
reglonal pollcy dominated by balance of power
conslderations. When the United States began to worry about
Iran’s trend toward neutrallty (as a byproduct of Mossadeq’s
inslstence on Iran’s soverelgn right to contrel {ts own
resources), the Elsenhower admlnistration supported the
reinstallation of the Shah. (3: 14> While this move
"stabillized" the balance of power In the near term, the move
came pback to haunt the United States years later. The
American government falled to recognize significant changes
In Iran’s polltlcal environment whlch gave rise to an
Islamic fundamental ist government; the transltlon showed
how quickly fortunes could change In a balance of power
world. Moreover, the move compromised the principle of
soverelgnty which previous administrations had conslidered an
Important foundation of Internatlonal polltles.

The Soviet Union, In an effort to balance US support of
Israel, establlshed clogse relations with Egypt, only to be
expelled by Sadat for, among other things, thelr open
contempt for the Egyptian military. Thus, because the

dominant and often singular motivatlon was balance of power,
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both the great powers have bheen largely blind to the
internal events of the reglon. According to Bruce Kunlholm,
US potllcy In the reglon evidences a contlnulng concern for
the realltles of great power dliplomacy. In addition,

It also suggests that most postwar presidentlial

administrations, because of thelr concern for

geopolitical factors (and their responsiveness to
domestic political pressures) have been unable

either to understand or to respond c¢onstructively

to the needs of the region’s emerging nationalist

and trans-national forces, many of whose asplrants

have been thwarted by the apparent dictates of

other American priorities.(3:20)

Kuniholm provldes several suggestlons to overcome this
shortcoming., American presldents need more contact with the
Mliddle East, and thelr advisers need to be better versed in
the internal problems In the reglon. In essence, he
suggests that the US be more involved, more engaged in the
fundamental lssues of the reglon and not allow third partles
ta do our Interpretatlon of these lssues for us.
Accommodation In the region will be the product of the
recognition of mutual problems, addressed in a framework of
mutual respect, wlith the US playing a leading role by
remaining engaged In the area.

A fundamental weakness in containment ls that it offered
simple solutions to complex problems. By looklng at the
world through a balance of power monocular, the great powers
saw power shifts as the key polltlical lssues of the last 45

vyears. Whlle contalnment may have been successful In

deterring the spread of communlist ldeology, 1t did little to
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offer constructlive progress In other lssue= vital to the
polltical and economlc development of c¢llent states., In
many respects, the US was saddled with the trappings of
colontallem, though "US cofflclals saw the Soviet Unlon as a
much greater threat to US Interests than US assocliatlion with
the vestiges of colonlallism."(3: 13)

Engagement suggests there Is more to foreign policy In
the 1990s than balancing the power of cne state agalinst
another. In the future, powerful polltlcal and economlc
forces will impact developlng natlons In the process of
modernlzatlion. To exert a posltlve Influence In thelr
economic and polltical development, the US must remaln
engaged In these countrles. The US must antlclipate the
problems these countries are golng to face in the growth
process, because |t wlll have to deal wlth these same
prablems in the future. Engagement allows the US to manage
these forces in the developmental stage In a proactive
manner, rather than deallng with their consequences after
they have taken over the countrles we had been supporting.

ENGAGEMENT AND AMERICA’S CHANGING LEADERSHIP ROLE

Fundamental to the concept of engagement is the notion
that the process of conflict resolution is often more
important than the result. In a balance of power world, the
end result--the cultivation of balancling actors--dominated
US thinklng. Engagement argues, on the other hand, that the

procese of negotlatlion, economle Interdependence and

16



alllance bulldlng will, In ltself, produce positlive
progress.
A change In thls directlon may already be apparent,

Notaple progress toward a negotlated peace has been made In

i

Angola and El Salvador. Posltlve results were made posslible
by the absence of superpower Interference. Moreover, the
Unlted States played a key role not by dlrecting |
preconcelved outcomes, but by fosterling opportunlities for
the principals to arrive at a settlement. In each case, the
process yvellded a settlement, but the United States dld not
dictate an ocutcome. The world ls ready for thls process of
engagement, as evidenced by situatlons In other parts of the
world.

The current Middle East peace talks have been the
subject of endless speculatlon. While there is little
guarantee of a negotliated settlement in the near term, the
process of negotlatlon offers the brlghtest hope 3ince
Israel ‘2 Independence. America’s role In faclllitatling the
talks and brlnglng the principal actors together certalnly
fits this newly desligned national strategy: engagement
provides the opportunlity for accomodation. Further progress
in turbulent areas such as Afghanlistan will be achieved not
by directing a solution, but by the United States provlding
a framework for negotlation. By remalning engaged in the
reglon, the Unlted States can facllltate the process of

conflict resolution, though the United States will be unable
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Engagement argues that the regional actors themselves must
be active in the conflict resolution process.

Engagement recognlzes a fundamental shlft in America’s
pase of power away from predominantly milltary Instruments.
In Bound to Lead, Joseph S. Nye, Jr., argues:

In the traditional view, milltary force is the

dominant instrument of power. Although force

remains the ultimate form of powsr In a self-help

system, It has become more costly for modern great

powers to use than in earlier centuries. Other

Iinstruments such as communicationa, arganizational

and institutlonal skiils, and manipulatlion of

Interdependence have become Important Instruments

of power., (2: 180>
In the 1990s, the Unlted States wlll depend to a larger
degree on "soft" power. Indeed, the nature of Amerlican
leadership will have to evolve to match the changling
internatlonal environment.

Any new national strategy will have to deal with a
myriad of secondary lssues that, while they may not be vital
national Interests llke securlty, are nonetheless Important
national interests, such as trade pollcy, Immigration,
environmental lssues and human rights. Whille {t 1s not the
intent of thls essay to debate the place of these issues in
overall national strategy, It |s Instructlve to demonstrate
how the natlonal strategy ¢of engagement would respond tao
these enduring concerns. The toplc of human rlghts provides

an excellent apportunlty to compare contalnment wlith an

sngagement strategy, and thus, to suppaort the overall the=ls
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that engagement should Serve as the foundatlon for American
national policy In the 1990s.
HUMAN RIGHTS

In a balance of power world, the US could demand
concesslons on human rlghts as a precondltlon to ald or
support. Alternatlively, the US could turn lte head, |f
support for broader Amerlcan Interests were to be
Jeopardlized by attention to human rlgﬁts abuses.
Nonetheless, the Issue of human rlghts In the 1990s reflects
the complexities the United States is likely to encounter in
two fundamental areas: Western standards are not
universally understood or accepted In the rest of the worlid,
and other countries have thelr own competing Interests which
we must understand and resclve In order to address [ssues
that are Important to US Interests., Human rlghts In the
Middle East Is an excellent forum to address each of these
consideratlions.

In the flrst place, other people lock at thlngs
differently. Indeed |t becomes exceedingly compllicated when
one attempts to apply Western standards of behavlor to human
rights violatlons In a different culture. Amnesty
Internatlional and the Committee on Forelgn Relatlons both
publish annual reports on human rights throughout the world.
As seen through Western eyes, the arrest of political
dissldents (and subsequent substandard treatment of

pollitlical prisoners) can only be condemmed. It would be
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wrong, however, fto suggest that I=slam has developed a
phllosophy of human rlights that |s conslstent wlth that of
the Western world. The notlon that man has certain
Inallenable clghts or that he has freedoms that are hls
natural due Is Jargely allen to Islam. Several factors
account for this dlfference.

First, the ldea of rights Is more appllcable to God
than toc man--Islam ls predicated on the bellef that all
things are the property of Allah. Any rights that man may
have accrued are llmlted and derlved from Allah. Second,
"man’s exlstence Is not the sufficlent condition of hls due,
as it 1Is In French revolutionary and Jeffersonlan 1lberal
thought ."(S: 142> The relatlenship of man to Allah |2 one
of complete submlsslon; the rlghts of man are not unlversal,
but depend on the degree to which man submits himself to
Allah--thus man 1s not equal, and therefore does not enjoy
equality in human rights. Third, the idea of submission
carries into Islamic government. Islam combines church and
state; rulers have as a duty to supress disorder and
InJustlce to ensure a poslitlve cllimate for rellglous
worship. Submission to Allah carrles with 1t a submission
to legal authorlty, therefore Islamlc government does not
necessarlly glve rlse to a theory of clivll rlghts for the
protectlion of the Indlvidual. The point of thls discussion,
returning to the issue of national strategy, is that there

ls mare than one way of looking at the |ssue of human
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clghts. In other parts of the world, there are fundamental
di fferences In the ways peoples and governments look at
Issues such as indlvidual llberty, polltlcal expresslon and
human rights. If the US Is to make a positive Impact on
human rights violations In reglons such as the Middle East,
it must flrst gain a clear understanding ¢of how and why
thelr views vary from our own. Contlnued engagement lsﬁa
prerequlsite to mutual understandling, whlch, In turn, Is
fundamental to the reconcllliatlon of differences.

Add!tionally, other countrlies have thelr own problems;
human rights may not be thelr primary concern. Syria, for
example, |s ruled by an authorltarian regime which does not
hesitate to use force against its clitizens when the
government feels threatened. Thousands of actual or
suspected opponents of the government have been or continue
to be detalned In the context of the state of emergency In
force since 1963. The state of martlal law Is justlfled on
the baslis of the contlnued state of war wlth Israel and
threats posed by terrorists. These threats are considered
very real by a government ruled by the minority Alawi sect
(not more than 10-12% of the populationd, Glven the tenuous
nature of any government whose foundatlon of support stems
from such a small mlnorlty, one flnds |t easy to understand
the speed and determlination with which President Hafez

al-Asad attempts to crush subversion. Whlle not morally
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aoceptables, hiz action? are 2omewvhat undecstandable given
the nature of hils pereelved threat,

Similarly, Jordan has a track record of human rlghts
abuses, with the arrest of polltical dissidents commonplacs

In the past. King Hugseiln llkewlse faces seriou= Internal

]

threats, notably the Popular Front for the Liberation of
Palestine and the Islamic Liberatlion Party. Martial Ia@ had
been In effect until 1990, and the suspension of martial law
has provided a moderatling effect on the detentlion of
polltical prlsoners. Although the future Is uncertain, one
should assume that the Publlic Securlty Department contlnues
to monitor the activitles of potentlally subversive
organizatlions; future treatment of polltical dlssidents will
likewise reflect the percelved threat to the government.

Syrla and Jordan, two countrles whose human rlghts
records are slgnlflcantly dlfferent, demonstrate the trouble
oversimpliflcatlion brlngs to the lssue of human rights (or
any other natiocnal Interest). Both countries have
significant Internal problems, not unllke those of other
countries characterized by minority rule or civil strife.
Indeed, [t does little for the US to demand improvement in
the human rights area wlthout understanding the internal
propblems within these countrles, even If improving human
rights were high on thelr agenda.

The Impllcation for natlonal strategy 1s that the

Unlited States will not be able In the post-Cold War world to
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dlctate the resolutlon of [ssues such as human clghts due to

it= superpowver status. Engagement allows for better

Hylog

[aa]
N
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wnderatanding of regional (aauesd and problems and p

the best hope of gaining resoclution.

MILITARY FORCE STRUCTURE

It would be a mistake, however, to assume that all- our
problems can now be solved with negotiation and
understandling. As already polnted out, there are many
potentlal threats awaltling the United States In the
post-Cold War world. In addltlon, there appears to be a law
of pollitical physics that says a power willl always emerge to
fi1l1l a vacuum. World War I was the "war to end all wars,"
but Germany and Japan emerged and forced a Second World War.
As the Unlted States dlsarmed from thls second major
confllict, the Soviet Union arose as an ominous threat to
Western securlty.

Now that the Cold War s over and the Soviet Union is
left fragmented, the world is witness to another Instance of
a power vacuum., Engagement argues for continulng the move
to foster reglonal stablllty; in dolng so the Unlted States
can preempt another country or coalition from filling the
power vacuum. Nonetheless, there ls no compellling evidence
to suggest that peolltical, economle and diplomatle efforts
wlll be completely successful In deterring would-be

aggressors. The natlonal! strategy of engagement demands an
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gftective armed forde ready to project power anywhers in the
world. Engagement equates to [nvolvement in the political
process, but |t dees not suggest that disarmament 1s a near
term possibllity.  Admittedly, traditional theeats are hard
to find right now, but they were alec hard to plnpoint In
1920 and 1946,

The lrony of the Cold War era 1s that while the Un;ted
States budgeted for and tralned against a Soviet threat,
every confllct the US has fought has been against a
non-traditional threat. Korea and Vietnam may well have
been the by-product of contalinment, but neither was the kind
of war the US envisloned In the planning or budgeting
process. Smaller scale confllcts such as Lebanon and Panama
were also undertaken agalnst non-tradltlional threats In
unlikely scenarios.

Simitarly, the Gulf War served as the first example of
a post-Cold War confllct. To Amerlca’s good fortune, the
confllcet happened before the post-Cold War milltary
drawdown, effectlvely allowing mllltary planners to use a
force slized for the Cold War In a post-Cold War confllict,
There is little doubt that Western force structures will be
significantly smaller in the years to come.

While many experts may have disagreed with the theory
that the defense of the United States began at the Fulda
Gap, one cannot overlook the premise that the force

structure deslgnecd, bullt and tralned to flght a traditlonal
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Saviet threat zerved as the bage focoe from whiach to take
forces to fight non-traditicnal foes. Indeed thls s the
crucial dilemma facing senjior millitary officlals who
recognize the need for a force drawdown but argue In favor
of a credlble base force.

Military planners may reallze, on one hand, that the
Soviet Union as a "threat" has gone away. 0On the other
hand, they also know that It 1s not the Sovlet threat that
claimed nearly 120,000 American lives in the last 45 years.
Moreover, they mlight argue, the absence of warnlng before
each of the non-tradltlional confllcets In the past suggests
that today we may well be lncapable of predlcting the next
adversary--or antlclpating the next war--wlth any degree of
certalnty. In the past, we have relied upon a Cold War size
force structure to meet these unpredictable military
challenges; scaled down force structures In the future may
not allow for short notlce commltment to a Korea, Vietnam or
Desert Storm scenarlo. Rather than drawlng down force
structure solely on the basis of a now non-existent Soviet
threat, perhaps a reminder of where and under what
clreumstances milltary force has been uzed since World War
Il would be a better determlnant of adequate force levels In
the future. The enemy "threat" may no longer be an accurate
barometer for deflinling milltary force structure. If
natlonal "interest" drlives natlonal strategy, then the

"“capabillty" requlired to attaln, malntaln or work toward
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tho2e patlional Intecre2t2 2hould determine foree 2ize and
compasitlion.

Indeed, milltary planners are aggressively reviewing
Amerlica’s post-Cold War millitary strategy. In an upcoming
Defense Guldance, natlonal mllltary strategy will be
outllned.<9: 1> Slgniflcantly, US mllltary strategy,
anchored fundamentally on an assessment of the Soviet threat
during the Cold War, now calls for a mllltary structure
based on & "capabllitlies" assessment to meet US national
Interests. To accompllish thls goal, natlional mlllitary
strategy rests on four distinct pillars: strategic
deterrence and defense, response to crisls, forward presence
and reconstltution. The natlonal mlllitary strategy focuses
on a reglonal orlentatlon, recognlizes the reallty of a much
smaller force, and takes Into account the threat of the
uncertaln and unknown.

While a detalled analyslis of the millitary strategy
falls beyond the scope of this article, it is instructive to
note that mllltary planners are actively trying to deflne
the role of Amerlca’s mllltary In achleving naticnal
Interests. Thls In ltself ls not remarkable; the dlsconnect
In the planning process Is that they are dolng so In the
absence of a consensus on national strategy.

In the same way that military objectives in war are

derived from political objectives, so should national

strategy drlive the development of national military strategy
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In peacetime. Unfortunately, thers (2 little consensus on a
post-Cold War natlonal strategy; the resultlng debate over
force structure, therefore, becomes an exerclse In definlng
force levels in the absence of a clear definltion of what
objectives the mlllitary structure is designed to attain.

The flaw in the current strategic debate lies in the
tendency to apply Cold War naticnal strategic thinking to
the problem of assessing a post-Cold War millitary.

Chairman Les Asplin, for example, provided a white papec
titled "An Approach to Slzing American Conventicnal Forces
for the Post-Scoviet Era." Detalled in nature, the whilte
paper deals in a positive manner with the tough questions of
how to size America’s future milltary.C(10: 1-2> But Mr.

spln’=s analysls reflects a Cold War mindset that looks
first to assess the size of the threat, then to bulld a
force structure--thls process is flawed In that It falls to
define a national strategy as a fundamental prerequlisite to
developing a military strategy and subsequent force levels.

American natlonal strategy for the 1990s should include
an assessment of potential threats, but not be dominated by
the debate over known threats. Rather, natlional military
strategy should evolve from a consensus on American
strateglic Interests and goals--and the challenges to these
Interests and goals. The slze of the force structure would

logically flow Calthough clearly not without debate) from an
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agsessment of how military foroes should be used to attaln

those goals.

THE PAST AS PROLOGUE

After having won the Second World War, the Unlted
States underwent a rapld demoblllization under the pretext
that the major threats to Its securlty had been defeated.

In short order, however, Amerlica faced challenges In Greece,
glving rise to the Truman Doctrline and the natlonal strategy
of containment. It soon become evident that the Unlted
States could not remain Isclatlonlst; a larger, potentlally
more menacling Soviet Union threatened peace and stability.
As American strategy focused on the Communist threat,
mllltary preparedness was neglected, and the outbreak of
hostillities on the Korean Penlnsula found the Unlted States
woefully unprepared to respond to that emergency In a timely
fashlon.

With the pbreakup of the Scoviet Union, the United States
again finds itself assessing its role in the international
arena. The decade of the 1990s provides positive signs that
wlthin major reglons of the world, the process of polltical
evolution |s progressing In a positive manner. While the
United States may have won the Cold War, the world remalins a
very dangerous place. Nonetheless, contalnment and balance

of power polltles should glve way to a process of engagement
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whershby the United States encourages cegional economie and
polltlcal development and negotlated resolutlon of
conflicts. 1In the process of remalning engaged, the lUnlted
States will be better poised to deal with other key national
Interests such as human rlghts, nuclear prollferatlion and
environmental issues. At the same time, a balanced base
military force ls required to respond to mititary crlseé as
well as support the attalnment of natlonal Interests as

outllined In a cocherent natlonal strategy.
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